Follow-up questions to Boston Presentation: 

Letter written by K. Michael Cummings, Ph.D., MPH; Chairman, Department of 
Cancer Prevention, Epidemiology & Biostatistics, dated July 18, 2002. 

Dear Michael, 

My collegues and I enjoyed the opportunity to meet with you and the other 
members of the scientific adcvisory group to the MA DoPH in Boston on June 28, 
2002, and the opportunity to lay out our process to evaluate potentially reduced 
exposure/risk cigarette products. 

In response to your follow-up letter dated July 18, 2002, let me try to answer the 
important questions you raised one by one below. We have, however, put 
together a comprehensive document that addresses several of the questions you 
are raising and some of your collegues have raised in the Boston meeting. This 
document explains our rational of what we call 'Acceptability testing’ to evaluate 
whether new ingredients, new cigarette designs, new processes etc. add any 

.it also explains that these tests are not sufficient to address 

reduced/exposure/risk testing and that we at Philip Morris work with many 
scientists around the world to address these limitations and develop the assays 
that can fullfil the requirements for those products. The IOM in its report ‘Clearing 
the Smoke: .... Has eluted to the different testing approaches and requirements 
for these 2 different but complementary objectives. 

The presentation I gave In Boston was a short summary of the the key principles 
that guide us in our non-human testing of new products. 


1. If Philip Morris applies the testing protocol you outlined for comparing the 
toxicity of products, to all of its cigarette brands and brand varieties, can you 
send me a listing showing how the different cigarette brands and brand 
varieties that Philip Morris does test rank in terms of toxicity? 


2. Can you explain what criteria are used to select some brand and brand 
varieties for testing and not others? 


3. Has Philip Morris made any of the testing information on toxicity levels of 
different cigarette brands and brand variety available to consumers? 
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4. If all of Philip Morris’ brands and brand varieties will use the new paper 
technology currently utilized by Merit Select (i.e., reduced ignition propensity), 
in the future, when will it occur? 


5. If there is a difference in toxicity between Merit Select and other brands, can 
you send me the supporting data demonstrating this? 


6. Can you send me any data you can share on the acceptability of the Merit 
Select product? 


7. Can you send me current (past year) information on the market share of 
cigarette brands by company sold in New York State? 


8. Are cigarettes smoked per day strongly correlated with levels of the other 
biomarkers you’ve tested (e.g., carbon monoxide, NNAL, etc,)? 
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9. Can you send me a table showing the correlation between cigarettes smoked 
per day and levels of biomarkers from your pilot study? 


10. Does Philip Morris plan to utilize a cohort design to examine the relationship 
between the biomarkers and health outcomes? 


11. Does Philip Morris have plans to follow the study subjects selected for your 
biomarker study over time to look at changes in exposure and health effects? 


12. Would you be willing to provide access to the names and addresses and 
baseline data of the study group so that a prospective study could be 
planned? 


tf. Would you explain the decision to exclude non-daily smokers? 
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